Application No. 10/678,499 
Amendment Dated August 13, 2004 
Reply to Office Action dated May 17, 2004 
Attorney Docket No. 34 1 9-03 1 893 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-37 remain in this case. 

Claims 1, 4, 6, 22, and 24 have been amended. 

The examiner has rejected the claims under the judicially created doctrine of 
double patenting. To overcome this rejection, a Terminal Disclaimer is submitted herewith. 

The examiner has rejected claims 1-37 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. 
The examiner states that the claims fail to conform to current U.S. practice. The examiner has 
not indicated how the claims fail to conform. Amended claims 1-18 recite a plurality of steps 
(for example, "providing electric power", "reconfiguring said inverter", and "monitoring turbine 
operations") which is the traditional form for claims according to U.S. practice. It is respectfully 
urged that the claims are in acceptable form. However, Applicants will consider any specific 
objection raised by the examiner. 

With regard to apparatus claims 19-37, the claims set forth a combination of 
elements, some of which are recited without direct reference to the specification (for example, 
"an inverter") and some that are set forth in the manner provided by the last paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. § 112 (for example, "means to reconfigure"). This is the traditional form of apparatus 
claims according to U.S. practice. It is respectfully urged that the claims are in acceptable form. 
However, Applicants will consider any specific objections raised by the examiner. 

The examiner has rejected claims 1 and 19 as anticipated (35 U.S.C. § 102(b)) by 
Sinha et al. U.S. Patent No. 6,281,595 and Bhargava U.S. Patent No. 6,323,625. The examiner 
has rejected claims 1-37 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) citing the same two patents. 

Neither patent cited is an appropriate reference since this application is entitled to 
an effective filing date before the effective date of the Sinha et al. patent. The effective filing 
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date of this patent is identical to the filing date of the Bhargava patent (in so far as common 
subject matter is concerned — Bhargava's application filed July 14, 1998 contains additional 
subject matter). The Applicants have presently pending a Petition filed May 28, 2004 (copy 
attached) to correct the filing date of this application. Applicants' basis for overcoming these 
two references is more fully set forth in the Petition. The granting of the Petition will moot the 
examiner's prior art rejection. 

In view of the foregoing remarks and amendments, it is urged this case is now in 
condition for allowance. 

Respectfully submitted, 



WEBB ZIESENHEIM LOGSDON 




David C. Hanson, Reg. No. 23,024 
Attorney for Applicants 
700 Koppers Building 
436 Seventh Avenue 



Pittsburgh, PA 15219-1818 
Telephone: 412-471-8815 
Facsimile: 412-471-4094 
E-Mail: webblaw@webblaw.com 
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